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Introduction

4

This paper presentb an analysis of more than 50 reports of educational

needs or educational goals obtaineeby the AppaleCbiL Educational ratory ,

during a 1977 needs assessment activity. When the report syere analyzed to .

determine COmmonality of identified needs or goals, the purpose for which .

they were originally obtained, staff was intrigded by the variety of tech-
,

(

niques used to obtain'and report the data. Therefore, as a separate activity,

the authors have reviewed the documents with the notion of identifying relation-

ships between the variety of research methodologies used and other characteristics /
.41 .

of the reports. he results of that review are reported here.

I
rev

..

Background

Staff of AEL has been periodically surveying the needs of the Appalachian

Region,through one means or another s ince the inceptionlof the Lab oratory in

1966. For example, interviews' were co ducted in 1967, a:questionnaire was

t

distributed in 1971, a convergence to hnique was used in 1973, and the expert
.

opinions ,of Chief State SchoOl Offic rs of the member-state Region were I
t .

'solicited in 1976:

In late 1976, while preparing the AEL Plan for 11/841, staff decided to
a,

collect documents reporting needs, studies and goal statements ft.= a variety

of sources. Letters were sent t' selected personnel ineach of 14 Mideaster
- .

and Southeastern states. The r quest was for stpdies whibh might represent

46' 1

the educational needs of the s aces, such as ESEA Title I.needs studiel,

/' ,
'

vocational education studies

Institute (RTI), Southern R

Testing S'rvice (ETS) we

copy of the letter and the

or other simil reports. eeerch Triangle

oval Education Board (SREB),,ana Educational
i-"

so asked to send2;eports.
°

ist of 'states.

:"..".) '

Appendix A contains a
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The LaboratOry'S purPose for requesting. the studies was to analyze them

-
.

'A -
', - . - r

<'
1

.
.

.

to determine commonalities of:regionaDneeds. The resulting analygis. (Miles
,;t 4.

. /
- ..-

and Bertram, 1977) provided AEI, a starting point for informed discussion
,

, .

relevant to to Laboratory's long-range inStittitional planning. Most of the
.; '

, bi, ..

state education departments 2nd the organizations returned one or more aocu-
'.

, '.,:','

A
-;.A.

,
- ,\

ments.Thereportsre'oeived were representaive of numerous levels of detail.
-Lt°:,..,.

, .

These included, for example, a budget document for a'state board Of education,

.educational needs4.v.
ct the state,

\

a 1

a comprehensive multi-faceted survey of the
,

a five-page statement of educational goals,

National 'Assessment of Educational Progress.

and rItots of stiiaies using the
''t,T

As the analysis of needs progressed, Laboratory staff becam) e impressed

with the variance of methodologies and reporting styles used with the studies .

'

sbrie were Vighl sophisticated; using probability sampling and advanced
\

instrument cgtistruction techniques; others were reviews of local Assessments,

`which were, combined into a narrative Statement of that state's,eaucational

`needs.

Purpose

Beyond the immediate intention of determining relationships between

t.
methodologies and other report characteristics, there are other reatons

-

examining the studies. Personnel who perform needs s sing

.

4 acti ies at

the state arid local levels could benefit from an awarenes of the method-
,

\,.......
7'

a

ologies used by their colleagues. The analysis described here may indicate
! %J.

that certain methodologies help attain some purposes better an others.

The results of this current activity also may serve as a s rtin4 point for

. N

tracing how educational decisions get made, how data are Or are not used to

support those decisions, aid how those decisions might or might Abt be imR r

'4
proved through more acceptance of data-based reasoniNg.

t.

*.

s'
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Methodology

, i

The sample consisted of 57 documents supplied by (ai state education
, .: J,

.
,

....#
acrencies;. (b) RTI, SREB,.and ETS; and (c) educational laboratories, including
'.r

3

AEI,. Needs :assessmenioeeports prepared by other regional educational labbra-
';

- toriei are regular'ly sent to AEL. These 57 reports are indexed in the

bibliography.
4.

. - Analysis

The reports were reviewed to determine suitable categoried oecompari-

son. The categories were applied tc3-1,5 reports and were then revised. into

the form included as Appendix B. Each report was analyzdd using this form.

The form included two broad categories

1/

called "classification of study," indicated

for comparing the reports. One,

who conducted the study, its

t

style of,reporting,-and its intended audience, through the subcategories:

agency condUtting the study, division which prepared the study, purpose;

length, coverage, and intended user of information. The second broad category,
.

.

"assessment VrocedureS'used in study," identified-the method used to collect

.-ine,data. The subcategories included: testing procedures, survey techniques,

manpower analysis, analysis of existing data,'revieW of existing reports, and

multiple studie'S. A study could be placed in more than one of the first set
't

of class'i ication categories, but only one primary assessment procedure was

selected in order to simplify 'the compaisOn.

The reports were independently rated by two AEL staff members, one an

experienced researcher and the other 1.41coimunications specialist. Complete

A
agreement between the two researchers was found on 87.3 percent pf the cate-

.

0

gories in' the 57 fbrms. There were no'differences in rating on 24 forms.
.

EXamples'ofodifferences were that usuly.one team member felt'an,additional
. , v.' /

. .
,

. ,

.

. .

purpose was served,. or;, at timesh_they agreed that neither had initially
-..

,

-t



checked the

discusbed

A mat

and the c

accordin

the bas

ti

appropriate response. Differences in rating were examined and

4

until consensus could be reached.

rix was p evared with assessment' procedures on the horizontal axis

lassification of reports on the vertical axis. Tallies were entered

- .

g to the data on .consensual rating fokm. The mAtrix served as

istfor making generalizations.

ta

Explgnation of Categories.

The categokies into which the 'reports were placed were somewha arbitrary.

Assignment to.the categories was entirely jiidgmentalF hoWever, there'as sub-
,

st

Fo

antial agreement between the two Tssearchers toz, reviewed them indegndently

flowing is a descriptipn of the specific categories

ncluded as Appendix B. These categories were chsoen

review, of the documents.

of'ihelratingrform,

after ,a preliminety
%44,

. )
,,'P

"Agency conducting the study" was identified either as federal, regional;
as

SEA, private or state education association. 4he "federal" designation was '

used for thejlational Assessment of Educational Progress, while a private

N

agency referred to a private corpOration, such as ETS, Regional Educational
,..---.'

Laboratories were classified as regional rather than private, since they
..,

. .

,
.i.serve a designated humber of states.

r

The researchers thought that there might be a relationship between the
.

_

, .

..' , . .
.

."office which prepared the study" and selected methodologies.
-

Many SEA
.

e

reports were prepared by research, planning,-and/or evalUStion bureaus or

divisions.. Some were prepared by the communications or public information

divisiOns. A third subcategory was prdgrammatic division, such as curriculum

or federal programs. Some reports were prepared by,the administrative division.

A variety of subcategories was identified as possiblp purpo es f the
/

reports. Some were obviously designed to mold opinions, others to le
_ .

7
6
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existing opinions. Some studies seemed to be designed to verify or certify

that pre-determined needs did exist, while others were designed to determine

the present status of a topic, such as educational attainment. Some were

designed to collect data so that one program or curriculum could be selected

oc given emphasis over another, and Several were aesignedito support formal,

prbposals, usually for federal funds. Of course, many studies served more than '

one purpose. The one category for which there was considerable certainty was

"number of pages"--they were counted,

There were three categories of "c rage"--geographical, content, and age

of referent. As for geographical, th studies were designed to determihe

either local, state, regional, or national educational problems. In some cases,,

studies condlicted locally were compared with national norms. "amtent" was

broken into three sub-classifications: ',subject area, educational resources,

and open, Studies of administrative structure,were clessifiea under educa-

tional resources. For example, a stuJ of desegregatioh procedures and resulting

needs was placed in this category. The subcategory "open" was used to indicate
tas

studies or reports for which there Was no apparent limit placed on the area
41e

of focus.
i

...

The third type of overage., age of referent, was determined by the age or).,-
/grade level which was the Focus of the study.. Subcategories were preschool,

, ,.../
-

elementary, secondary, adult, andlopen.

The final classification category, which incidentally turned-out to be

quite subjective, was "intended user of information." Some reports were

apparently intended for the eheral public, some for professional educatorS as

a group, and some exclusiely for SEA personnel. One Or-two were prepared for.

4
a board of education, or tie *federal government. Those prepared by Regional

\ Educational Laboratories were for their use. Many apparently were intended

for more than one audienGe.

A ,
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4./ .

econd page of the rating .form was used to categorize he primary
,, . "0

assessment picedure used in the study. For those which emplo ed testing,

some used standardized t7tts.and others used curriculum specif c, objectiv e-

referenced, or criterion-referenced tests. As 5p example of a latter,

se veral sta es'used items from the National Assessment of Eduational Progress

4
in.otder to\identify state 'or local needs.

'r

Some-assessments were based on completion of standard,forms, such as those

which report the number o 'Title I children served. Other studies employed

_questionnaires of varying levels of sophistication. Several questionnaires

included a Likert scale, and some were based on systematically selected samples.

A few of the reports were based either on interview_data,or on the results

of a public opinion poll. One report was 13;.'ed on a, sequence of what best.can
O

be described as "town meetings," where the public was invited and educational

issues were discussed.

A few stud some variation of a Delphi tech ique, where the respon-
,

dents' subsequent

used

were based on the influence information from other
'%

respondents. Some u.s6d a convergence technique., or a process of group determi-

nation
,

nation of a need through panel participation, Some studies were based on

expert testimony from such persons as Chief State School-Officers, who were

in a position to speak for a largejoopulation.

The manpower caOgory represented a very different type of study. Manpower

studies involve assessments of supply of personnel in a specified job market

compared with present, and presumed future demand for services of those pprsonnel.

Other categories of fiethodology were analysis of existing data, in which

previOusly collected data were reanalyzed 'to indicate educaticenal needs or

review of existing reports. A final cat Tory was'a series of multiple studies.
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Limitations of Study

' the study has severallimitations--some apparent and some perhaps not.

3
One obvious one is that the s,tudy is highly subjective: Validation of the

"instrument" would therefore be difficult.

A second problem is that the categories siare not all-inclusive and per-

haps are not the best selection. Hopefully, the form will be improved through

critique and intekacttoriemong colleagues..

A third limitation is that the design of the form has no conceptual

4

. .

model to tie it together; it is simply based on a review of available documents.
-.1 . .

Perhaps a more unified model can be developed as relationghips between the
, .

variables become more apparent.

A fOurth possible problem is that the studies which were analyzed may'not

have-been representative of, those conducted in the included state. The

personnel may have misunderstood the AEL communication or it may not-have

been sent to the appropriate persons in the state education'agencies and other

organizations.
\

In spite f these. limitations, t1 study reviews a Substantial, number of

current needs assessment documents, and they -results, however provisional, are

described the following
3

Pres'entation of kesuits

`!.

All 57 studies were classified as deScribed previously. For some

studies, certain classification categories were not appropriate or did not

discriminate sufficiently to permit coding of items. For/example, the office

r-----
within the agency which condubted the study was not always discernible by

the researchers.

10

1
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Frequency of Methodology Usage

4

k

A preliminary concern of the present study was the frequency with which
Ok

various methodchogies were used to support statements of educational need or

of educational goals. As indicated in Table 1, some typ9 of questionnaire

was used in more than one - fourth of the studies examined by the Atl, research'

team. As described previously, the questionnaire,ranged from a highly

structured scale with sophisticated' techniques for analYsit to simple forms

designed to elicit specific information. Generally, there was little indrca-
k

tion within the report concerning the processes for.testing and validating

questionnaires before they were used to collect data.
at.

Some tYpe'of testing, either standardized or, criterion referenced, was
41 .

used by less thin oneltiiird of the studies as a primary methodology. It is

alsb of itteregt that about the sate number of reports dependedlon some form

of criterion referenced, testing or some form of Standardized testing.

The fourth favored methodology was analysis of existing data, with seven

vk\

reports depending heavilY'on,this method. ,--This method would appear, to be least .

cosily of the various methodologies used in e studies, although the'planning

specialist is depeghent on the conceptualization sed by those designing the'
o .

original data collection.

/ The other methodologies were found to have-been used in ether one, two,

.w

:01&_, or throe studies as indicated in Table 1. In light og4the vast expenditure

for educational personnel, the fact that so few studies. .employ manpower analysis

.

is sOmewhat surprising. The town meeting procedure might be examined 'further -

as a way of involving tI public, in education dedision-makin4. The infrequent

use of public opinion poL by educators might, also bear further study. The

final listing, multiple studies, is'deceiving, since most of the studies'examined

A
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,
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did use a multiplidity of research methodg. "Ihnlost cases, an attempt was

made to determine the primary method0 gy, and in,only one-case was that

not possible. .---- '
,

A .. ,

+I

°

, Table 1

Frequency of Assessment Procedures
Used as Primary, Methodologies

Methodology Number Perceht

Questionnaire

)
Standardized Testing-

Criterion Testing

Anal'sis of Existing Data

' Review of Existih4 Aeports

,
, e 0

Manpowe'

Public Opi ion Poll
.

Delphi

Conver4ence Techs..044,
4

,EXpert Testimony

Forms Completioh ,

-Interview

/
Toyn Meeting

Multiple Studies

T. 15 26.3

15.8

8 , 14.0
I

12.3

At , 3 . 5.3

5.3 ,

ir

3:6'

1.8,

(. 1 '1.8
.

0 -

Comparison of Methodology with bther\Siudy Characteristics

.

...I.

c -
,

Table'2 is the matrix which cbitIpares.4404i.assification of.studies agaipst
,

. .
.

.

.. 40
the various methodologies used. Ey way of inteOretatiork,,the first column of _

I

Tab indicates that eight studies.completed by SEAsiused standardized Isting.
.

- ' _ . -

'12
A

a
4t.
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Agency Conducting Study,

Federal

'sRegional .

SEA t
Private

State Educ. Assoc.

Office Preparing Study

Res. Pill, & Eval.Div.

Public Information Div.

Projammatic Div. _

AdministratiWit Div.

'Purpose

Opinion setting

Opiniqn,sampling'

Status determiqation

Program emphasis

Support of Proposals

Length of Report

6 - 315

16 SO

SO +

13'

e8)

. 4
Frequency of Types of Studies According to Methodologies Employed

_IttETHODOLOGIES

Table 2

-,.

Stud 'Curr Form Intr PbOp Toin Cony, Expt Mnpr Extra Extra Mult
ized Spec Comp' Q're view Poll Mtg Dlpi Tech Test Stdy Data Rept Stdy
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.
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Coverage

(Geo) Locl.

State

Regional

Rational

.(Con) Subje area

Ed. Res. org.

Open

(Age) Preschool

Elementary

Secondary

,Adult

Open

Intended User of Info.

General Public

All Prof. Educators

SEA Personnel

Board of Education

Regional Labs

Federal Government

.

15

Table 2 (cont'd.)

METHODOLOGIES

Stnd Curr For Intr PbOp Town Cony Expt Mnpr, Extn Extn Mult
ized : Spec Comp .Q're view ' Poll Mtg Dlpi Tech Test Stdy Data Rept Stdy

4 1

.

1

.

9

t

7 1 7 `
.

1 1 2
- "."-- 4 . 1

3 3 1 1
. , .

8 2 ,2 3 2

1 1" 1

8 8 r*J1 4 )
.1

' 4 1 2

2 2 2 1

1 1 9 1 2\ 1

-..-

1 : 2. . 2 3" 2 1
.-.

.

1

9 4 1 5.
,:-

, 1 1

r

1

2 6 '-'1,4-' ,.). 1 -. 2 2

, W -'
1

,;.?.?,,,,

- 2 2

6 1 -2...'
. <

1; 2 2 3 2 1

i., -''

e . 2 1 1

.

.6/
1 , I i

9 8

.

1 12 1 2 1 1 1 3

- .

6 2 1

4 3 1 1 In 2

.

3

J
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's" "- 1

yn 3

.

1 1 2
.,
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.
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.
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,

)

A , i
.

.

as a primary method logy. The next'column indicates that six studies completed
. '. ' . ,

,
. .

by SEAs Aised some form of criterion referenced test as a primary methodology.
., ... ... , .

.
. I

In the following sections, the various methodologies will be discussed
1 . ,

toa
eccordilgo each of the classifications listed on the first page of the 0

)
. .
reporting fail,(Appendix B). Summary general zations will be presented follow-

ing

. .

the deSCription oresults presented in Table 2.
7Y-

,

,Agency conducting study. According to the data presented in Table 2, a

federal agency had completed only one of the studies, and used analysis of

.

existing data as the primary methodology. -Three regional agencies, which were
,

regional laboratories, had completdd 17 of the studies. They had usedquestion-
.

naires for seve of them, analysis of existing data for three, a convergence
,

,

_technique, expert testimony; and review of existing reports for two each, and

a manpower study for one needs sensing activity. The state education agencies
-

S,

were more dependent on standardized testing, criterion referenced testing, and

questionnaires than any other methodologiet. Private agencies, such as ETS,

tended to use more of a variety of different meeflodologies than did either

the SEAs or regional laboratories.
A

Office which prepared the study. A majority of the sullies appeared to

have been conducted by bureaus of research, planhing and/or evaluation within

the various agencies. These bureaus or divisions tended to use standardized

testing and questionnaire analysis as their primary methodologies.

The two ruses of expert testimony as a research method9logy were by

administrative divisions within the organization, rather than by the research

.and evaluation divisionS. The programmatic divisions4within the agencies did

not vary substantially from the research and evaluatidh divisions in'their

use of varying methodologies.'

. .
g

.Purpose. As one might expect, more studies 'seemed to.be)designed to deter-
4,14;

mine status than for other purposes listed in Table 2. _,The methodologies for

1I
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d
13

.

2

status deterainati n were primarily standardized testing, criterion referenced
.

testing, and questionnaire admini tration, although a few studies'employed,.
7

ig data,Canalysis of exist n maqb er analysis, andrevi isting repprts.
1

When opinion sam ing was the pu pose, a questionnaire meAhqdology was usuallyD
o

selected. On oc sions when oplion setting tended to be the purpose, the

selected metho gies were either convergence tecg4ique or expert testimony,

although the pel technique, town meeting,. And questionnllire were used on
/

.

'one Occasion 4a Y,.
1

I

On those fecl occasions where program emphasis seemed to be tie purpose,
/1

analysis of existing data, questionnaire development, and standardized testing

./ were the selecte methodologiesi If the pL.pose was to support proposals under

development, the studies tended to employ questionnaire adainistration, expert

testimony, or review of existing reports as primary methodologies.
I

-..,

* Length of report. Generally, the research team felt that brief reports'
I

were aimed more at,theigeneral public, while mare lengthy repor6Were designed
1

, -

for specialized audiences. As the criteria were applied during the analysis,

i
...,..-

.

the briefer report0tended to useas primary methodologies, questionnaire

development and expert testimony. Slightly longer re
.

used curriculum
!

specific tesq122 ciufstionfiaires, and review of existing reports as primary

1

.

_methodologies:- The more lengthy reports tended to employ standardized testing,
4

1

I.

questionnaire Administration, criterion referenced testing, and, to a lesser-
o

extent, manpower'analYsis and analysis of existing data as primary methodologies.

. .

.

Coverage. The'lfe* reports which were local in nature either 'used criterion
1, ..:,

I . e
.

1

.

referenced testing or questionnaire development.. Thestate-level reports used
I .

f
d g, and

e

standardized testing, criterion referenctestinnd questionnaire develop-
,

,

o
1

ment as primary methodologies, while a few reports also used manpower analysis,

analysis of existing data, and4; assortment,of other methodologies. The

1 8
. .
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.

region-level reports tended to use questionnaire development, and
\
some also

used analysis of existing data, ,convergence techniques, expert testimony, and
J.

review of existing reports. The national-level reports used questionnaires,

interviews, publiopinion,polls, and analysisof existing data. °

As for content -eoverage, the reports tended to either be falSpecified

subject areas or open,, regarding the, referent of the study. Those specific

subject areas tended to use standardiaJd or criterion referenced testing,

while those which were open, tended to use questionnaire administration as a

primary methodology.
/

5,

There was ,a fairly good distiibution of reports across the different age.
.

. I
'I

and grade levels, although only one study was Of preschoOl education needs,
.

and it used an analysis of existing data methodology. Tile studies of ele-

mentary and secondary education deeds tended to use standardized testing,

criterion referenced testing, an d questionnaire development as primary method-

olOgies, while the studies which were open regarding age and grade level tended

to use questionnaire development, and analysis of existing data, along with

other methodologies to a lesser extent.
-

Intended user of information. Very few of the studies'were intended for

the general public, and those that were tended to depend on a variety of

methodologies, including questionnaire administration, criterion referenced

(

testing,-public opinion polls, Delphi approaches, analysis of existing data,

and multiple studies. A wide majority of the studies were rated Nas intended

fOr all professional educators, and thqse tended to use questionnaire develop-
,

merit, standardized testing, criterion referenced testing, and analysis of

existing data as primary methodologies. The reports intended for SEA personnel

were dependent more on standardized testing and criterion rererenced testing
. ) )

than on other methodologies, and those intended for state boards'of education

were usually dependenton stands ized testing.
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fo
.;:. THe:data of 2 tended to group rather nicely, and'ho striking siii:

prises were found. -However, several generalizat' ns can be drawn from the
.

0
a

° v

Reports intendeefor usegby regional labOratories primarily irluded
N

.
".

questiovireOevelopment and,xpert'testimony methodologies.
.,*u

a , .2\c-

data analysis. Fixst,tquestionnaire development and administration was the
. -

. f

-. primary methodology used by most agencies. There waA
4

also a number,of reports
4

. "*... .
.Which used some form of sting as a primary methodology:.

.

.1,

_ ag

More of the studies collected happened to be prepared by state edUcation

es, and most of the ,needs sensing, activities are apparently besi.ng com-

pleted by eaus or divisions of research, planning and/or luation than

by central administration or other programmatic divisions. The, research,

N v0°
planning and evaluation divisions'also tended to use testing .and questionnaire

development as primary methodologies.

The purpose for most of the studies appeared ,to be status determination;

and, these more frequently use tests and questionnaires as opposed-to other

methodologies. There was also some opin/ion sdmpling through use of, questionnaires.
.

I

. ,
. , ..

.

Most studies designed to assess needs 1a specific subject areas used some

form of testing, while those which were rated as "open" regarding subject or .

other topic of-concern, tended to use questionnaires or interactive types of

methodOlogies.

A
Most studies tended to be done for,elementary and secondary grade level

children, andWerc designed for'use by all professional educatOr'S.

3 20"
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Recommendation
7.

oa.

AEL research team has several recommendations concerning use of the

information,contained in this report:

1. Those who are planning needs sensing activities at all levels
might well exahine the types.of methodologies.used for dif-

, kerent purpoSeby their colleagues..

If most educatione1144hners are using some forM of-question-
neire.to collect dat, there marwell bla sound reason, Which Ilk
mighebe'considered by those plenning-their owli needs sensing

. 'activities'. On the other hand, the research specialists
might look.atthosemethodologies.not frequently gpsed and
examine the few cases. in whicb,:they were applied. F'or'

11
example, it would-appear that -.some 'form of pubiid opinion

A poll would bp more likelito pioduce'desired results for .

those wishing to sample opinion than would-complete dependence
on questionnaires, but that contrast is- beyond the confines
of.the present study and depends on ftrther analysis of
methodologies. V It

,.

7

., m4 .

2. Those responsible for training. educational researchers should
encourage, xaminaaon of various methodological techniques.'

. *
,

Questionnaires may be simple to design, and d4P-from them
are probably easier to analyze; however., educational-planners
should be familiar with the use of other' methodologies so
they can apply them in,approPpipte situations. Perhaps
matri, which contrasts various.metbodelogies with pos le

uses would be,helpfutf r practicing educational planners..

3.' Consideration ot e .vir'ous styles of reporting used to .

communicate.theresults is another ifiportant area of '

inwastigation. .
. .

, 0
,.....,

Perhaps-informal word-of-mouth or 'dt f memoranda rather than
.

formal, reports, better enhance the s port of important educa-
tional decisions. Presumably, some types of reporting are
more effective when decisions by, large groups are 'required,
such as by all instructional personnel af:.1 state,, than wheh
the decision is to ,be made by a smaller group,-such as'e '-- -'-

state board of. edUcatibni The reporting style and possibly .

% the selected methodology hould be related to the intended
audience, but additional study is needed to guide the selec-
tion of the communication,strategy. ill ,

o --

4. ;,They approhch used in` °this study should be futher re ,gined and

Standardized so that we who are involveci:in needs sensing
activitidscan_cOntinue to compare purposes, methodologies,
encl.resulting studies and continue to improveour,products.

.
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Additional classifications should be considered,.' and other
methodologies .should tie added to the lfst. ,For example, 0
one; criterion lot a:I:ached in, this study was, the cost

of the study. Pres ly, the cost of stanardized testing
of large number" of children is greater than -is completion
of a few pterViews,'but then, ihterviews 40' more expensiA
when an equal number bEsintetviews and group'tests are,com-

'pleted. The question is one of expected costa compared with 1

benefits received for Vari.ous,purposes, all of which suggests Or
a complex study., , .

,
' .. 2p

g. Other educational rebearchers should use the classification
processes describectin thit report.

, (

, .

The study here\reporte,, ntended as a beginning in the
area of,qefteral epdtt, on tared classification: If

found to have merit by dbll es, the study could Be expanded
into a general classification pFocedure useful to multiple`
,audiences. The validation of the procedure will,require rating
of additional reports by additional researchers. t,a_

. .-
6. Thisresearch should be'expanded to,determine the *effect of

needs sensing activities on those 17110 vake impoEtant educational ."',..

decisAms.
.1.0

...

.-0.4

.

studyNo attempt was made in this,study to tracOdeciSiong whi were
based on the data, 'outmost professionals agree that the u ti-

d
mate purpose of collecting the data is to make-Possible of ec-..-,
tiye educational decision. ,PerhapS some methodologies, dr
some classifications of studies, are more frpquently used for
educational decision making, 'While others tend to be filed
away or used'only for fartheS-irIeraction among those who

)conduct the studies.
, ,
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Sample Letter

4e

September 24, 1976

Dr. Richard K..McKAT
Assistant State Superintendent
Division of Research,' Evaluation, and ,
Information Systems

Maryland State Department of EdUration
P. 0. Box 8717, Baltimore-WashihiOn

International Airport
Baltimore, Maryland 21240

-

Dear Dick:

r.

Appalachia .

Educational
Laboratory

During the past two or three years, many of the state education agencies
have completed studies of educational needs. In particular,.studiWmay have
been conducted in conjunction with State ESEA Title I programs, withlthe
Emergency School Assigtant Act (ESAA)' funding, and with certain vocational
education programs.

AEL§1,.aff has completed numerous needs assessments of the Region during
the pastAren years. This year, rather than attempt the collection of large
quantities of dtiginal data, we are trying to develop a composite of already
prepared needs studies from the states in end around,the Pegion.

If Studies of Iducational needs have recently been completed by the
Maryland State Department of Education, we would appreciate receiving copies
so they can berktudied and compared with similar studies from the states. _

If the coplOarlsoh is successful,_we will,, of course, make copies of the com-
p° ite available to'you and your staff.

anks for your cooperation in our effort to continue monitoring the
educ ional needs of our Region.

cc: Frederick Brown

Sincerely yours,

Charles L. Bertram
Associate Director for Planning

and Evaluation Services

. e

Appalachia Educational Laboratory, Inc.
1031 Quarrier Street/P.O. Box 1348 Charleston, West Virginia 253-25, 84) 344-8371

An Affirmative Action /Equal Opportunity Employer
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CLB/PBS:AEL:10/28/77

plassification of State), Regional, Local, and National.
Needs Studies and Related Activities

.

Title of Report

Agency/State

A. A

27

Conduc

1. Federal

(2, Region

3. SEA

Stud

4. Private\

5. State Educ. Assoc.

Date,of Report

1. Classification of Studies

E. Coverage /

B. Office W4ich.Prepared Study

1. Bureau off Research,

-ning and/Or-Evaluation

. 2. .Public Information Division

3.Programmatic Divigion

4. Administratilre Division

5C. Purpose

1. Opinion setting

Opinion sampling

3. -Status determination

4. Program emphasis

5, support of Proposals

D. Length of Report (page's).

1. Geographical

a. local

b. state

c. regional

d. national

2. Content

I.D. No.

1

a. subject area

b. educational, res., org.

c. open

3. Age of Referent

a. preschool

b. elementary

c. secondary

.\

d. adult .

e. open

F. InteirdedUser of information

.1. General public

2. All professional educators
1 - 5 . - <

2.. 6 -15

3.. 16 - 50

'4.: 50
- .

3. SEA personnel,

4. Board of Education

5% Regional Laboratories

6. Federal Government

32
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II. Assessment Procedures Used in Studies

A. Testing'

1. Standardized-
.

2, Curriculum Spec ic, Objective Referenced, or Criterion Referenced,

3.,

.B. Survey or Report Completion

1. Forms Completion.(like LEA to SEA)

2. Questionnaire

3. Interview

4. Public Opinion-Poll

5. "Tdwn Meeting"
.04

6. Delphi

7. Convergence Technique-

8, Expert Testimony

9

C. Manpower Study

D. Analysis of Existing Data

E: Review of Existing Reports

F. Multiple Studies .

33'
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